As a result of a re-analysis of the statistical analyses reported in one of the authors' draft PhD theses, which includes this article [1], the authors provide updates to the published article.
In addition, as a result of the earlier mentioned re-analysis and subsequently identified errors in the statistical analysis or in the reporting, there are errors in Tables 1-4. Please see  the correct Tables 1-4 here.
Location
Original text Corrected text
Abstract, eighth sentence "The correlations between on the one hand the dialogue stressor ratio and on the other hand the means of SUD score, heart rate and audio length in the eight dialogue conditions showed a strong relationship: r(6) = 0.91, p = 0.002; r(6) = 0.76, p = 0.028 and r(6) = −0.94, p = 0.001 respectively."
"The correlations between on the one hand the dialogue stressor ratio and on the other hand the means of SUD score, heart rate and audio length in the eight dialogue conditions showed a strong relationship: r(6) = 0.90, p = 0.002; r(6) = 0.74, p = 0.036 and r(6) = -0.91, p = 0.002 respectively."
Results, second paragraph, third sentence "The overall IPQ rating (M = 52.44, SD = 3.05) in this experiment was significantly higher (t(51) = −3.22, p = 0.002) than the overall IPQ online data set (M = 38.16, SD = 17.53), which suggest that the participants were more immersed than the level reported in other virtual worlds."
"The overall IPQ rating (M = 52.44, SD = 3.05) in this experiment was significantly higher (t(40.98) = −4.64, p < 0.001) than the overall IPQ online data set (M = 38.93, SD = 17.09), which suggests that the participants were more immersed than the level reported in other virtual worlds."
Results, third paragraph, third and fourth sentences "The results showed a significant effect of different virtual social scenes on anxiety levels, (F(4,12) = 16.94, p<0.001, η 2 = 0.85). Furthermore, univariate analyses found significant effects (F(2,30) = 36.65, p<0.001, η 2 = 0.71) on the SUD score and heart rate (F(2,30) = 23.52, p<0.001, η 2 = 0.61)."
"The results showed a significant effect of different virtual social scenes on anxiety levels, (F(4,12) = 19.14, p < 0.001, η 2 = 0.87). Furthermore, univariate analyses found significant effects (F(2,30) = 36.65, p < 0.001, η 2 = 0.71) on the SUD score and heart rate (F(2,30) = 23.08, p < 0.001, η 2 = 0.61)."
Method (Second study: Dialogue Stressor Experiment), Participants subsection, second sentence "The age of participants ranged from 23 to 37 years (M = 29.37, SD = 3.28)." "The age of participants ranged from 23 to 37 years (M = 29.38, SD = 3.28)."
Results, Low and High Social Anxiety Group subsection, second sentence "These two groups were created based on the SIAS's overall data (M = 24.9, SD = 12.6)." "These two groups were created based on the SIAS's overall data (M = 25.0, SD = 12.6)."
Results, Presence subsection, fourth sentence "The overall IPQ rating (M = 50.17, SD = 5.35) in this experiment was significantly higher (t(59) = -3.25, p = 0.002) than the overall IPQ online data set (M = 38.16, SD = 17.53), which suggests that participants in this study were more immersed than the presence level reported in other virtual world."
"The overall IPQ rating (M = 50.17, SD = 5.35) in this experiment was significantly higher (t(46.04) = 3.73, p < 0.001) than the overall IPQ online data set (M = 38.93, SD = 17.09), which suggests that participants in this study were more immersed than the presence level reported in other virtual world."
Results, Anxiety Level subsection, first paragraph, third sentence "The results showed a significant overall main effect of dialogue stressor on anxiety level, (F(18,5) = 80.14, p<0.001, η 2 = 0.99)."
"The results showed a significant overall main effect of dialogue stressor on anxiety level, (F(18,5) = 106.01, p < 0.001, η 2 = 1.00)."
Results, Anxiety Level subsection, second paragraph, fourth sentence "Furthermore, the correlations between on the one hand the dialogue stressor ratio and on the other hand the means of SUD score, heart rate and audio length in the eight dialogue conditions show a strong relationship: r(6) = 0.91, p = 0.002; r(6) = 0.76, p = 0.028 and r(6) = −0.94, p = 0.001 respectively."
"Furthermore, the correlations between on the one hand the dialogue stressor ratio and on the other hand the means of SUD score, heart rate and audio length in the eight dialogue conditions show a strong relationship: r(6) = 0.90, p = 0.002; r(6) = 0.74, p = 0.036 and r(6) = −0.91, p = 0.002 respectively."
Results, Anxiety Level subsection, third paragraph, first sentence "The result of the overall analysis also showed that there was a significant overall main effect for the higher and lower social anxiety groups, (F(3,20) = 3.25, p = 0.044, η 2 = 0.33)."
"The result of the overall analysis showed that there was no significant overall main effect for the higher and lower social anxiety groups, (F(3,20) = 2.87, p = 0.062, η 2 = 0.30). However,"
Results, Anxiety Level subsection, fourth paragraph, first sentence "The overall doubly repeated-measure MANOVA found no significant overall two-way interaction effect between dialogue stressor and the two social anxiety groups on anxiety level, (F(18,5) = 2.14, p = 0.205, η 2 = 0.89)."
"The overall doubly repeated-measure MANOVA found no significant overall twoway interaction effect between dialogue stressor and the two social anxiety groups on anxiety level, (F(18,5) = 2.34, p = 0.176, η 2 = 0.89)."
Results, Anxiety Level subsection, fourth paragraph, fifth and sixth sentences "A similar pattern was found in heart rate. As can be seen in Fig 6, the higher social anxiety group showed a significantly higher (t(22) = −1.79, p = 0.048) heart rate in the maximum level of dialogue stressor condition (100% negative dialogue style ratio) while no significant difference (t(22) = 0.42, p = 0.68) was found in the minimum level of dialogue stressor condition (0% negative dialogue style ratio) between the two social anxiety groups."
"A similar pattern seems to appear in the heart rate at those two points in Fig 7, although not significant this time (100% negative dialogue style ratio: t(22) = −1.78, p = 0.088; 0% negative dialogue style ratio: t(5.53) = -0.28, p = 0.79)."
Results, Participants' Emotion subsection, second paragraph, second through fourth sentences "As depicted in Fig 8, on the valence dimension, the higher social anxiety group rated valence significantly higher (t(22) = 1.32, p = 0.026) than the lower social anxiety group in the positive condition, while no significant difference (t(22) = 0.24, p = 0.062) was found in the negative condition between the two groups. On the arousal dimension, the high social anxiety group reported significantly more (t(22) = 4.18, p = 0.003) arousal than the low social anxiety group in the positive condition, while again no significant difference (t(22) = 0.13, p = 0.085) was found in the negative condition. Finally for the dominance affective dimension, the higher social anxiety group felt significantly less (t (22) = 5.72, p = 0.001) dominant than the lower social anxiety group in the negative condition, while this time no significant difference (t(22) = 0.2, p = 0.097) was found in the positive condition."
"As depicted in Fig 8, on the arousal dimension, the high social anxiety group reported significantly more (t(5.47) = -2.71, p = 0.039) arousal than the low social anxiety group in the positive condition, while no significant difference (t(22) = 1.25, p = 0.22) was found in the negative condition. Furthermore, for the dominance affective dimension, the higher social anxiety group felt significantly less (t(22) = 2.98, p = 0.007) dominant than the lower social anxiety group in the negative condition, while this time no significant difference (t(22) = -0.20, p = 0.846) was found in the positive condition. Finally for the valence dimension, the higher social anxiety group rated valence not significantly higher (t(22) = -1.91, p = 0.069) than the lower social anxiety group in the positive condition, and no significant difference (t(5.82) = 1.55, p = 0.173) was found in the negative condition between the two groups." Results, Dialog Experience and Interview Attitude sub-section, fourth sentence " As Fig 10 shows , in the negative dialogue condition, the attitude of the higher social anxiety group was significantly lower (t(22) = 3.55, p = 0.015) than the lower social anxiety group, while in the positive dialogue condition there was no significant difference (t(22) = −1.85, p = 0.12) between both groups."
Results
"As Fig 10 shows , in the negative dialogue condition, the attitude of the higher social anxiety group was significantly lower (t(5.26) = 3.55, p = 0.015) than the lower social anxiety group, while in the positive dialogue condition there was no significant difference (t(5.57) = −1.85, p = 0.118) between both groups."
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0223988.t001 Table 4 . Results of univariate analyses with dialogue stressor as within-subjects factor and social anxiety group as between-subjects factor on the individuals' own valence, arousal and dominance state.
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